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DETAILD ACTION 

This action is in response to applicant's response filed on 12/21/06. Claims 1-4, 
9-16,1 9-26, 29-31 , 36-47 are now pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1. Claims 38-39, 41, 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

- The language of the claims raises a question as to whether the claims are 
directed merely to an abstract idea that is not tied to a technological art, 
environment or machine which would result jn a "practical application" producing 
a concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basis of statutory subject 
matter under 35 USC 1 01 . The "computer readable medium" as recited by the 
claims is not described in the specification so that it is limited to tangible 
embodiments such as CDs or ROMs. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 38-39, 41, 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 
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Claims 38-39, 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite in that it fails to point out what is included or excluded by the claim language. 
This claim is an omnibus type claim. 

The claims recite "an article of manufacture" and a "computer readable medium" 
limitations which was not clearly described in the specification. Therefore, they fails to 
point out what is included or excluded by the claim language. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 3 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 11, 21, 31, 38-39, 41, 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable by Delgado (US 2002/0052873) in view of Brown et al (US 6,975,910) 
and Kolawa (US 6,370,513). 

Regarding claim 1, Delgado discloses a method for recommending an item (i.e, 
vacation) to a user, comprising the steps of: 

- observing one or more environmental characteristics (see [0041]), wherein when 
recommending a vacation with nice weather condition, it is clear that the weather 
condition of such recommended vacation would have been obviously, if not 
implicitly, accessed via a weather server system as disclosed by Brown in order 
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to access the regional forecast or current weather condition (i.e, the user may 
want to take the vacation within the period of 24 hours) in order to generate a 
matching score for the recommended item (see Brown, col. 10, lines 41-48 and 
col. 12, lines 59-65); 

- determining preferences of said user under said one or more environmental 
characteristics (see [0038]); and 

- generating a recommendation score for said item based on features of said item 
and said observed preferences of said user under said one or more 
environmental conditions (see [0048]— [0051], wherein the matching percentage 
score for ranking would read on the "recommendation score" as claimed with the 
broadest reasonable interpretation), wherein the one or more environmental 
conditions includes at least one of weather condition and each of the one or more 
environmental conditions is associated with a weight assigned by as the user 
(see [0041]). Here, since Delgado teaches that a given vacation may be mapped 
in a domain space as having few available activities, great weather and low cost 
or a vacation with many activities and moderately nice weather, but may be not 
be concerned with cost (see [0041]), it is clear that Delgado would implicitly 
teach that the one or more environmental conditions is associated with a weight 
assigned by the user in the similar way as disclosed by Kolawa (see col. 21, 
lines 6-48). 

Therefore, the claimed limitations are made obvious by Delgado in view of Brown 
and Kolawa. 
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Regarding claims 11, 31, 39, the claims are rejected for the same reason as set 
forth in claim 1 above. In addition, since Delgado discloses the method is used for 
recommending a vacation, it is clear that the recommending vacation would obviously 
be based on a given time as claimed (i.e, see [0057], regarding Time factors: early Jan, 
Mid Jan, Late Jan, etc.). 

Regarding claims 21, 38, the claims are rejected for the same reason as set forth in 
claim 1 above, wherein it is clear that a computer readable medium is obviously, if not 
inherently, required in order to compute scores and generate recommended items to a 
user (see Figs. 1-2). 

Regarding claims 41, 45, the claims are rejected for the same reason as set forth 
in claims 38-39 above. In addition, since Delgado discloses the method is used for 
recommending a vacation, it is clear that the recommending vacation would obviously 
be based on an region, area or at least one of a location as claimed (i.e, see [0057] 
regarding region factors, and see also [0053] regarding location filter). 

6. Claims 1, 11, 15-16, 21, 25-26, 31, 38-39, 41, 45 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by Brown et al (US 6,975,910) in view of 
Asgharzadeh et al (US 5,590,246) and Kolawa (US 6,370,513). 

Regarding claim 1, Brown discloses a method for recommending an item to a 
user, comprising the steps of: 

- observing one or more environmental characteristics (see col. 10, lines 41-48 
and col. 12, lines 59-65); 
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- determining preferences of said user under said one or more environmental 
characteristics (see col. 10, lines 41-48); and 

generating a recommendation score for said item based on features of said item 
and said observed preferences of said user under said one or more environmental 
conditions (see col. 10, lines 41-48), wherein it is clear that the system in Brown would 
obviously, if not implicitly, derive scores for recommended stations based on maximum 
scores in the similar way as mentioned by Asgharzadeh (see col. 2, lines 40-53). 
Therefore, the claimed limitation regarding a score is made obvious by Brown and 
Asgharzadeh, for generating recommendation scores as claimed, in order to produce a 
recommend item to a user according their highest scores. 

As to the limitation regarding a weight assigned by user for one or more 
environmental characteristics, it is noted that since Brown teach that the recommend 
item is recommended depending on environmental characteristics (i.e. whether weather 
is cold or hot), it is clear Brown would obviously, if not implicitly, teach a scaling weight 
for each weather condition is assigned to a prefer dish in the similar way as disclosed 
by Kolawa (see col. 21 , lines 6-48). 

Therefore, the claimed limitations are made obvious by Brown in view of 
Asgharzadeh and Kolawa. 

Regarding claims 11, 15, the claims are rejected for the same reason as set forth 
in claim 1 above. In addition, since Brown discloses the method is used for 
recommending an item based on location (see col. 7, lines 23-46) and schedule (see 
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col. 8, lines 9-47), it is clear that the recommending item would obviously be based on a 
given time as claimed. 

Regarding claims 21, 31, 38, 39, the claims are rejected for the same reason as set 
forth in claim 1 1 above regarding a given time, wherein it is clear that a computer 
readable medium and/or a processor would be obviously, if not inherently, required in 
order to compute scores and generate a recommend item to a user. 

Regarding claims 16, 25-26, 41, 45, the claims are rejected for the same reason 
as set forth in claim 21 above. In addition, Brown would obviously teach said one or 
more environmental characteristic is one or more characteristic of a location as claimed 
(i.e, weather characteristic at a given location, see col. 12, lines 59-65,). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicants arguments with respect to claims 1, 11, 15-16, 21, 25-26, 31, 38-39, 
41 , 45 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

See the attached PTO-892. 

9. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 
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or faxed to: 



(571) 273-8300 (for formal communications intended for entry) 



(571 )-273-7893 (for informal or draft communications). 



Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Customer Service Window, 
Randolph Building, 401 Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 22314. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Duc M. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-7893, 
Monday-Thursday (9:00 AM - 5:00 PM). 

Or to Matthew Anderson (Supervisor) whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 

4177. 
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Continuation of Disposition of Claims: Claims withdrawn from consideration are 2-4,9,10,12-14,19,20,22- 
24,29,30,36,37,40,42-44,46 and 47. 
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